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Lyle B. Steadman 
Department of Anthropology 




There is a strange custom in Australia, among the Aborigines. A man and 
his wife give their five-year-old daughter to a young boy to be the little 
boy’s future mother-in-law. From that moment on, throughout their lives, 
the boy will call the girl “mother-in-law”, will show her extreme respect, will 
never be familiar with her, and will send her gifts of meat when he’s suc-
cessful in hunting. Thirty or forty years later, when they have grown up, the 
boy’s “mother-in-law” will begin sending him her daughters as wives as 
they reach fifteen years of age or so. In my talk today I shall use Darwinian 
selection theory to offer an explanation of this strange custom, which may, 
until recently, have been extremely widespread, perhaps universal1 in the 
500 or so tribes that covered Australia.  




Australian Aborigines offer probably the best example available of what 
our hunter and gatherer ancestors were like, for the Aborigines occupy an entire 
continent. They were not marginalized by agriculturalists. No matter how complex 
or confusing their customs, it is worth our while to try to understand their functions.  
 This custom of promising each of one’s daughters as a mother-in-law is a 
result of another custom. Throughout Australia marriage is anticipated between par-
                                                        
1 A. P. Elkin, The Australian Aborigines: How to Understand Them, Angus & Hardback Third 
Edition, 1956; A.R. Radcliffe-Brown, The Social Organisation of Australian Tribes, Oceania 
Publications, Sydney, 1931; Warren Shapiro, Social organization in Aboriginal Australia, Austra-
lian National University Press, Canberra (ACT)1979. 
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ticular kinds of cousins, sometimes first, sometimes second, sometimes more dis-
tant, but always on the same generation, never between adjacent generations. From 
an early age, every individual knows who of his kin are marriageable and who are 
not. And this anticipated marriage between particular kinds of cousins powerfully 
influences their kin terms. The particular marriage expected influences which kins-
men will be seen as potential affines (in-laws) – not just potential spouses and their 
siblings, but also the spouses’ parents and their siblings. For example, in some 
tribes males are expected to marry a daughter of their mother’s brother. In this case, 
one’s mother’s brothers will be seen as potential fathers-in-law (and one’s father’s 
sisters seen as potential mothers-in-law). Sometimes there are no affinal terms 
whatever, only kin terms are used. The particular marriage anticipated, of course, 
will be consistent with the mother-in-law bestowal described above, so that the 
daughters of the boy’s bestowed mother-in-law will always be the right kind of 
cousin for the boy to marry. Thus, the question: what can explain why cousins are 
expected and encouraged to marry, and why young daughters are given as mothers-
in-law? Even complete knowledge of the various psychological mechanisms in-
volved in mate choice offer little explanation for who has mated with whom among 
Aborigines for the past forty or fifty thousand years. Traditions – cultural behavior 
passed down from ancestor to descendant – that are widespread today and presuma-
bly ancient must have aided those who followed them to leave descendants, which 
thereby increased the frequency of those traditions. That is, widespread traditions 
may be a result of Darwinian selection during recent human evolution. 
Kinship 
The antiquity of Australian traditions offers a tantalizing key to under-
standing not only kinship in general but its crucial relationship to the structure of 
society. For more than a century, anthropologists have struggled to account for why 
Australian kin terms are extended to distant kin and affines the way they are. Levi-
Strauss’ fame, for example, is based on his unsuccessful attempt to solve the riddle 
of Australian kinship. But no one has used an approach based on selection. 
 One widely recognized, but rarely emphasized, fact of Australian societies 
is an extremely high level of violence and killing between males competing directly 
or indirectly for mates. But the relationship between this violence and their kinship 
and marriage systems has not been recognized. Like tribal societies generally, Aus-
tralians are polygynous, and we here at this conference on human behavior and evo-
lution can understand why the violence and killing between males could be related 
to their high level of polygyny. Old males tend to get most of the young wives, re-
quiring younger adult males either to wait for many years to get a reproductive wife 
or to risk their life committing adultery with nubile wives of an old male. This is not 
because males control females. After their first marriage, which ends when their old 
husband dies, females can choose their subsequent husbands, staying within the 
proper kinship category. And their first chosen husbands will tend to be the most 
desirable: old and influential. 
 Lyle B. Steadman, Australian Kinship   
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 Before we go further, let us review some important facts about kinship. 
First, all tribal societies are based on kinship. That is, cooperation is limited to kin-
ship relations. Second, the more close kin one has, the better are one’s chances for 
staying alive, marrying well, and leaving descendants. Third, all societies have 
various marriage prohibitions. By prohibiting marriage between close kin, individu-
als, when they marry, are forced to marry more distant kin. The major effect of such 
marriage prohibitions is to increase the number of identifiable kin of offspring. For 
example, if a brother and a sister were to marry, their offspring would have very 
few kinsmen, for they would lose their aunt and uncle (who are now their parents), 
and they would have only two grandparents. If first cousins were to marry, because 
they share many kinsmen, their offspring would acquire fewer kin than if their par-
ents were not closely related. Marrying someone from another clan, rather than 
one’s own, gives one’s offspring two clans of kinsmen instead of one. If a Swede 
married a Congolese, their offspring would acquire at birth all the kin of their 
Swedish parent and a completely different set of kin through their Congolese par-
ent. The further away parents and ancestors can force the marriages of their descen-
dants, the more identifiable kin their subsequent descendants will have. And the 
more likely that they, in turn, will leave descendants, and pass on, among other 
things, the traditional marriage prohibitions. 
 But the fly in this ointment is that the further away one must look for a 
spouse, the harder it is to get one. As a Hewa of Papua New Guinea responded 
when I asked why he did not marry a certain female: “Why would her father give 
her to me?” What he meant was that she was so distant a kinsman that her father 
would feel no obligation to help him in any way. Kinship obligations, encouraged 
by ancestors, always include helping kin to leave descendants. And one necessary 
condition for a man to leave descendants is to get one or more mates. Closer kin are 
everywhere favored over more distant kin. In societies with a fairly high level of 
polygyny, traditional kinship obligations always include helping your closer, 
younger male kin get wives, and sometimes this means giving them a daughter, or 
even a daughter-in-law. 
 So this is the dilemma: the further away your descendants marry, the more 
kin your descendants are likely to have. But the greater the polygyny, the more dif-
ficult it is to get wives, and the stronger will be the obligations to help your closer 
and younger male kin get wives. Until recently, Australian Aborigines apparently 
have been quite isolated from other peoples for thousands of years. Their traditions, 
therefore, are a result of fine tuning by selection, through millennia. Traditions that 
most help leave descendants tend to replace those that help less. The most wide-
spread traditions are those that have been the most successful. Young boys are 
promised wives by rather close kinsmen through the gift of a mother-in-law, espe-
cially if they behave themselves and stay away from other men’s wives. Using the 
Tiwi as an example, when they are about thirty they will tend to get an old wife 
who has gone through a number of husbands, and who is likely to be incapable of 
reproducing. It won’t be before they are forty or even fifty that they will get the 
young, nubile wives promised to them at birth through mother-in-law bestowal. But 
then, if they outlive their brothers, they will also acquire their brothers’ wives.  
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 Through traditional marriage prohibitions, ancestors try to push marriage 
further away, but their descendants will often marry just beyond the prohibition be-
cause their closer kin are more likely to favor them and give them their daughters as 
wives. In Australia, marriage just beyond the prohibition has become not only an 
expectation but a kinship obligation. Males expect to receive daughters from certain 
relatives, and parents are obliged to give their daughters to certain male kin. This 
has led parents in many, if not all, Australian tribes to bestow each daughter, when 
young, as a “mother-in-law” to a particular kind of male kinsman who eventually 
will marry the daughters of their daughter. 
 There is another problem in societies with high polygyny. As mentioned 
above, the more kin one has the more support and influence one tends to have. But 
males, even male kinsmen, can be fierce competitors for wives. And such competi-
tion can destroy kinship cooperation and support. One universal solution in Austra-
lia is to encourage marriage in one’s own generation and discourage it between ad-
jacent generations. This significantly reduces the chances of male kin in the above 
generation, including fathers and uncles, from taking females from their sons and 
nephews. The result of this prohibition is increased cooperation between kinsmen in 
adjacent generations. Cooperation between male kinsmen is the basis of their indi-
vidual influence in the world. The marriage usually anticipated in Australia is not to 
your mother’s brother’s daughter, who, as a first cousin, is usually said to be too 
close. The most widespread anticipated marriage is with a second cousin, in particu-
lar a male’s MMBDD (see Figure 1). This is cited almost everywhere as the proper 
marriage, the “proper road to follow”, and thus represents the best solution to the 
problems described above: to push marriage as far away as possible and, at the 
same time, help your male kin get wives on their generation. 
 From birth onwards you and your kinsmen know which kin can be your 
wives, and therefore who their mothers are, your potential mothers-in-law and, 
hence, even the parents who produce your potential mothers-in-law.  
Sections and subsections 
 There is a related kinship phenomenon in Australia that has attracted much 
anthropological attention: the so-called section and subsection systems, which are 
unique in the world. No discussion of Australian kinship can ignore them. Here, I’ll 
sketch a possible explanation for this unusual phenomenon which not only is con-
sistent with the kinship arrangements described above but, I believe, promotes 
them. 
 Every tribe in Australia uses both kin terms and ancestral (often called clan 
or estate) names to identify kinsmen.2 In some tribes they also have moiety names 
 
2 Cooperation between individual kinsmen is the basis of all human societies.  In tribal societies, 
it is the only form of cooperation.  Everywhere, close kin are identified by kin terms which, in 
English, include father, sister, uncle etc.  Although kin terms everywhere are extended metaphori-
cally (a fact that attests to the importance of true kinship), the literal meaning of kin terms always 
 Lyle B. Steadman, Australian Kinship   
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(from the French word meaning “half”), which are a pair of ancestral or descent 
names that serve to identify at least an entire tribe (see Figure 2). Because marriage 
usually is prohibited within one’s own moiety, everyone has a father of one moiety 
and a mother of the other. Consequently, by these two names everyone in the tribe, 
and often beyond, is identified as a co-descendant. But in addition to these methods 
of identifying kinsmen, something like two-thirds of all Australian tribes have what 
usually are called section or subsection names3  And it is these two systems, more 
than anything, that have brought anthropologists studying Australian kinship to 
their knees. But Radcliffe Brown4 noted perspicaciously: The relationships between 
one person and another in the kinship system are individual relationships. In decid-
ing what they are, appeal is always made to actual genealogical connection… [As] 
to the suitability of a proposed marriage it is the genealogical connection between 
the two persons that is considered… [W]hen the genealogical connection is too re-
mote to be traced the natives fall back on a consideration of the section or sub-
section or the clan to which an individual belongs, but…in the minds of the natives 
themselves they are dealing, throughout all the ramifications of the kinship system, 
with real genalogical relations of parent and child or sibling and sibling.  
 Both section and subsection names identify individuals with a line of an-
cestors and hence, like ancestral or descent names in general (such as a clan or fam-
ily name), function to identify distant kin who share ancestors. Like moiety names, 
they identify everyone in the tribe. And like moiety names they are used to distin-
guish marriageable from non-marriageable kin. But unlike moiety names, they dis-
tinguish adjacent generations (which of course is consistent with marriage being 
prohibited or discouraged between kin on adjacent generations). 
 Both section and subsection names seem to be determined matrilineally 
That is, your name is determined by, but is not the same as, your mother’s name, 
implies precise genealogical distance.  The function of kin terms is to identify that distance.  The 
metaphorical extension of kin terms, including to distant kin, is aimed at encouraging behavior 
normally associated with their literal meaning.  In other words, when you call someone “father” 
who is not your father, you are trying to get him to act like a father by implying that you will act 
toward him as his child.  Kin terms also often indicate sex and relative age, which may be the ba-
sis of rank. 
 In addition to kin terms, in all societies perhaps, individuals use descent or ancestral 
names (such as a clan name  or what we would call a “family” name) to identify distant kin, indi-
viduals with whom they share a distant common ancestor.  Individuals in a tribal society who 
share the same ancestral name are assumed to be co-descendants (and usually are).  Even today, 
in modern societies individuals with the same “family” name often are suspected of being distant 
kinsmen.  But everywhere in tribal societies, although two individuals may not themselves share a 
name, if even one grandmother of each of them is called by the same ancestral name, the two in-
dividuals are thereby identified as codescendants, even though neither they nor their parents per-
sonally bear the name of their common ancestor.  That is, if I have a grandmother whose family 
name is Green, and you also have a grandmother of that name, we are thereby identified as 
codescendants – kin of one another.  Thus, ancestral names function to identify far more co-
descendants than those who actually bear the same ancestral name.   
3 Elkin, The Australian Aborigines, 1956.     
4 A.R. Radcliffe-Brown, The Social Organisation of Australian Tribes, 436 
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which in turn was determined by, but was not the same as, her mother’s name and 
so on.  
 A section system has four names, two in each moiety (see Figure 3). If I am 
an X, my mother will be a Y, and her mother an X, and so on. Thus, Y’s together 
with X’s are a matrilineal moiety, but one whose members distinguish adjacent 
generations. And like a moiety, X’s and Y’s are not expected to marry one another. 
My father (as well as my spouses) should come from the other moiety, also identi-
fied by two names transmitted matrilineally, which also serve to distinguish adja-
cent generations.  
 Thus, the four-name section system is used to identify 1) distant codescen-
dants and 2) who is marriageable and who is not (see Figure 4). If I am an X and 
my mother a Y, my father should be in another section, P in Figure 4. The proper 
spouse for a Y is a P, and the proper spouse for me, an X, is in the fourth section – 
Q. Y’s should marry P’s and X’s should marry Q’s. 
 Much has been written on the section and subsection systems, and much is 
controversial. The problem is this: while everyone in the tribe is identified by one of 
four names, in each family, three of the four section names are represented: the fa-
ther is identified by one, the mother by another, and the children by still a third. The 
same is true of the subsection system: although it has eight names, three are found 
in each small family. Obviously, these names do not identify any kind of residential 
group.  
 The obvious question is why do they have them? What function does such 
a system serve? How have they contributed to ancestral success in leaving descen-
dants? How has a naming system that distinguishes adjacent generations within a 
moiety helped to leave descendants more than simply having a single name for the 
moiety? Single named moieties are found in many parts of the world, but nowhere 
outside of Australia are sections found. How has the unique section system been se-
lected for? Firstly, the two conditions necessary for the emergence of the section 
system are 
1. Exogamous (matrilineal) moieties.  
2. Prohibition of marriage between individuals in adjacent generations, which has 
the effect of preventing competition between “mother’s-brothers” and their 
“sister’s sons”. These two conditions lead to the anticipation of marriage with a 
cross cousin. The section system, by distinguishing generations and matri-
moities, identifies explicitly who is and who is not marriageable. 
The additional condition, leading to the development of the subsection system: 
3. Prohibition of marriage with the true cross cousin.  
This prohibition does occur in some tribes using the section system. The 
purpose or function may be, as argued elsewhere, to create more close kinsmen for 
offspring. The subsection system serves to distinguish first cross cousins, who are 
prohibited to marry, from second cross cousins, who are marriageable. It also dis-
tinguishes all the other relevant categories in regard to marriage.  
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The answer is simple: 
 The section system has two functions. First, like a moiety name, it serves to 
identify distant kin. Second, by distinguishing adjacent generations it facilitates, for 
both sexes, the identification of whom one can and cannot marry. 
 And the subsection system? All Australian researchers agree that the sub-
section system, with eight names, must be related, somehow and in a simple way, to 
the section system with four names. Like the section names they are determined ap-
parently by the mother’s name and identify, like the section system, two matrilineal 
moieties. But they distinguish twice as many generations in each moiety – not just 
two, but four (see Figure 5). In the subsection system, four names distinguish a 
fixed order of generations in one moiety, and four in the other, each name repeating 
every four generations, rather than two, as in the section system. That is, if one is a 
D, then one’s mother is a C, her mother a B, and her mother an A. And finally, the 
mother of an A is again a D. But the obvious question is, what is the benefit of this 
complexity? What does it add to the section system, which already distinguishes ad-
jacent generations? 
 In many Australian tribes marriage between first cousins is prohibited, and 
this is true even in many tribes with a four-name section system. Because the indi-
viduals in one’s own moiety and in adjacent generations in the opposite moiety are 
prohibited in marriage, the anticipated marriage in tribes using a section system (in-
deed in most tribes), is with a cousin (called by anthropologists a “cross cousin”) in 
one’s own generation in the opposite moiety (the cousins in one’s own moiety – 
who are not marriageable – are parallel cousins, usually called “brother” and “sis-
ter” (Figure 4). But, while all individuals in that “spot” in the opposite moiety on 
one’s own generation will have the same section name and be called by the same 
kin terms, the actual first cousins are often prohibited. The closest acceptable mar-
riage is with a so-called second “cross” cousin, who will be classified by the same 
section name. 
 I propose that the eight-name subsection system functions to distinguish, 
for everyone, their “first cross cousin”, who should not be married, from the second 
cross cousin, who is not only the closest marriageable kin but the one anticipated to 
be the marriage partner (Figure 6). This is, for a male, his mother’s mother’s 
brother’s daughter’s daughter. In the section system, these two kinds of cross cous-
ins are classified by the same section name (see Figure 4). Because of the marriage 
prohibition on first cousin marriage, individuals in many tribes have come to distin-
guish, not only by kin terms but also by subsection names, their first cross cousin, 
who is not marriageable, from their second cross cousin, who is marriageable. The 
parents of your second cross cousins, therefore, who are your potential mothers – 
and fathers – in-law, are in different subsections than the parents of your first cross 
cousins. A child of an actual mother’s brother or a father’s sister, whom one should 
not marry, is in one subsection, while a child of one’s MMBD, whom a male not 
only can marry, but is expected to marry, is in another subsection, his “marriage-
able” subsection. In the four-name section system, the mother’s brother’s daughter 
is in the same category as the MMBDD. In the eight-name subsection system, for 
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everyone, males and females, they are explicitly distinguished. My argument would 
be threatened if an eight-name subsection system were found that encouraged or an-
ticipated marriage with the first cross cousin (MBD). Figure 7 shows every male 
marrying his MMBDD, who is not at the same time his MBD.  
Conclusion 
In summary, I have argued that the reason why individuals have the four- 
name section system, as opposed to simply a moiety system, is to distinguish kins-
men in adjacent generations in order to promote marriages on the same generation. 
The prohibition of marriage between individuals on adjacent generations is aimed at 
reducing conflict over women between male kinsmen on adjacent generations. The 
eight-name subsection system is aimed at distinguishing first cross cousins, where 
such marriage is prohibited, from second cross cousins, whose marriage is antici-
pated. The subsection system always distinguishes two types of cousins. 
 Actual genealogical distance is always important, but after the “arranged” 
marriages end, females may marry somewhat more distant kin in the proper genea-
logical spot. Nevertheless, they should not marry in adjacent generations nor in 
their own moiety. Both the kin terms and the section and subsection names facilitate 
the identification of acceptable and non-acceptable spouses, for both sexes. And by 
marrying acceptable spouses, individuals have tended to maximize the fitness of 
their descendants. Mother-in-law bestowal, by anticipating the proper marriage, 
years in advance, has had the beneficial effect of reducing competition for females. 
The section and subsection systems do the same, by reducing competition between 
male kin on adjacent generations. 
 












     ____ 
    O     
    I       I 
    O     O 
    I       I 
     = O   
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Figure 2: Matrilineal Moieties 
 
     A  B 
    __  __ 
    O    O (A marries B) 
    I__   __I 
    O   O 
    I__  __ I 
    O   O 
 
Figure 3: Matrilineal Section System 
   moiety    moiety 
     1        2 
    _____     _____ 
    O x       q O  
    I____     _____I 
    O y       p O 
    I____     _____I 
    O x       q O 
    I____     _____I 
    O y       p O 
 
Figure 4: Section System Marriages (Four-names) 
 Section Marriages (see chart below): 
 X = Q (X marries Q) 
 Y = P (Y marries P) 
 
Ideal chart showing matrilineal determination of sections and every male marrying 
his MBD: 
 XO=Q  X=OQ 
   I   I 
  YO=P   Y=OP 
   I   I 
  XO=Q  X=OQ 
   I   I 
  YO=P   Y=OP 
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Figure 5: Matrilineal Subsection System  
            moiety   moiety     
    1     2   
   __     __ 
  O A     E O  
   I__    __I 
  O B     F O 
   I__    __ I 
  O C     G O 
   I__    __ I 
  O D     H O 
   I__    __ I 
  O A     E O 
 
Figure 6: Section vs Subsection Marriage 
  Section   Subsection 
  O     O   
   I___    I______ 
  O  =O     O = O 
   I___  I   I____   I 
  O  =O   O  =O  O 
   I___  I   I____  I  I 
  O  =O   O    O  =O 
  Ego  MBD        Ego MBD MMBDD 
   & MMBDD 
 
Figure 7: Subsection Marriages  
 Subsection marriages: A = G (A marries G) 
   B = F     
    C = E     
    D = H 
Ideal chart showing matrilineal determination of subsections and every male marry-
ing his mother’s mother’s brother’s daughter’s daughter, who is not at the same 
time his mother’s brother’s daughter:    
    G=OA   EO=C    
   I    I 
      BO=F    B=OF 
   I    I 
    E=OC   GO=A  
   I    I  
      DO=H       D=OH    
    I    I 
     G=OA   EO=C  




Note: Except for the very top and bottom lines, those with the same subsection 
name are siblings. In regard to mother-in-law bestowal, the couple (female) B=F 
would give their young daughter, C, as a mother-in-law to (male) H, who would 
marry her daughter, D. The top couple, (male) G=A, gives their daughter, B, as 
mother-in-law to male E. The subsection names distinguish other relevant catego-
ries, such as one’s potential parents-in-law from one’s mother’s brothers and fa-
ther’s sisters, who may marry. That is, for example, for the bottom (male) G, whose 
father is B and mother F, these section names B and F also distinguish his mother’s 
brothers (F) and his father’s sisters (B) from his potential mothers-in-law (female 
D) and fathers-in-law (male H).  
 
Лajл Стедман  
Сроднички односи код аустралијских Абориџина 
Кључне речи: Аустралија, Абориџини, сродство, 
секције, подсекције. 
 
Предмет овог рада је генеалошка и социјална класификација у 
сродничком систему аустралијских Абориџина. Аустралијски Абориџини 
вероватно представљају најбољи пример/модел наших предака, ловаца-
сакупљача, и одређеног начина живота. Абориџини су настањивали читав 
континент и нису били маргинализовани и окружени земљорадницима, те је 
тако спољашњи утицај био сведен на минимум. Др Стедман полази од обичаја 
полног генерацијског раздвајања афиналног сродства, некада распростра-
њеног на читавом континенту. Према овом обичају, сасвим малом дечаку 
додељивана је мала петогодишња девојчица, коју је требало од тада да назива 
„таштом“ и према којој је требало да се понаша у скалду са културним 
обрасцима својственим односу између таште и зета, а који се одликовао 
дубоким уважавањем таште, даривањем и избегавањем сваке присности. 
Тридесет или четрдесет година касније „ташта“ ће своје кћерке, када напуне 
петнаестак година, удавати за свог „зета“. Овај обичај је резултат једног 
другачијег обичаја. Наиме, у читавој Аустралији брак је био дозвољен и 
очекиван само са одређеном врстом сродника из исте генерације. Од 
најранијих дана је свака индивидуа знала ко су њени/његови рођаци и са 
којима од њих је дозвољено ступање у брак. На пример, у неким племенима 
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било је очекивано да се мушкарац ожени искључиво кћерком мајчиног брата 
(ујак). У овом случају је мајчин брат (као и очеве сестре које су биле 
потенцијалне таште) био потенцијални таст и уследило би одговарајуће 
понашање најдубљег поштовања и услуга које је будући младожења 
испуњавао. Старост и очуваност аустралијске традиције (сроднички системи 
са секцијама, подсекцијама, именима за одговарајуће секције и њихова даља 
подела) може да буде кључ за разумевање не само сродничких односа него и 
саме структуре друштва. Наиме, сва аустралијска друштва су имала екстремно 
високе стопе насиља и убистава, што је резултат, најчешће, такмичења 
мушкараца око жена. Као и сва племенска друштва, Абориџини су имали 
полигинију: старији мушкарци су освајали и женили скоро све младе жене 
(репродуктивно у најбољем добу), стављајући тако младе мушкарце у положај 
чекања и очекивања потенцијалног брака, који је некада трајао и дужи 
временски период. Друга опција неожењених младића је била да покушају 
прељубу са неком од удатих жена, што је изискивало велики ризик. После 
првог брака, у случају да њен постарији муж умре, жена је могла да бира 
следећег мужа, наравно у складу са одговарајућом категоријом сродства. Али 
први бирани муж био је и најпожељнији – старији и утицајан. Функција 
компликоване поделе сродничког система била је да обележи и означи 
сроднике из суседних генерација, како би се промовисали бракови у оквиру 
једне генерације и редуковали конфликти око жена, до којих је могло доћи 
између мушкараца суседних генерација. Уз толерисану полигинију, у 
сродничкој класификацији и јесте на делу систем подсекција од осам имена, 
пошто у некој реалној генерацијској доступности он омогућава разликовање 
рођака са којима је забрањено ступање у брак од оних из чијих се редова 
бирају супружници.  
 
УДК 316.728:39 
Оригинални научни рад 
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Наталья Л. Пушкарева, 
Институт этнологии и антропологии РАН, Москва  
pushkarev@mail.ru 
„История повседневности“ и этнографическое 
исследование быта: расхождения и пересечения 
В центр исследовательского внимания помещены дискуссионные 
аспекты терминологии и герменевтики современной теоретической 
этнологии, культурологии и истории повседневности как нового 
направления социальной истории. Как соотностся между собой 
этнографическое исследование быта (традиционно существующее в 
этнографиях многих стран уже не одно столетие) и „история 
повсдневности“, объявленная самостоятельным аналитическим 
направлением в рамках „новой социальной истории“? Отвечая на 
этот вопрос, автор анализирует новейшие исследования этногарфов 
и историков, выявляет постановку новых вопросов, тематизация 
которых ранее и не стояла на повестке дня, демонстрирует 
возможности новых социологических (этнометодологических), а также 
междисциплинарных приемов анализа, которыми пользуется 
гуманитаристика начала XXI века. 







„История повседневности“ (everyday life history, Alltagsgeschichte, his-
toire de la vie quotidienne)1 – новая отрасль исторического знания, предметом 
изучения которой является сфера человеческой обыденности во 
множественных историко-культурных, политико-событийных, этнических и 
конфессиональных контекстах. В центре внимания истории повседневности – 
комплексное исследование повторяющегося, „нормального“ и привычного, 
конструирующего стиль и образ жизни, их компоненты и их изменения у 
                                                        
1 Исследование поддержано грантами РГНФ NN 04-01-00004а; 04-01-78106а/Б и 
является продолжением статьи Пушкарева Н. Л. Частная жизнь и проблемы 
повседневности глазами историка, Социальная история 2004, Москва 2004.  
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представителей разных социальных слоев, включая эмоциональные реакции 
на жизненные события и мотивы поведения. В русском языке синонимы слова 
„повседневность“ – будничность, вседневность, каждодневность, обыден-
ность – указывают на то, что все, относимое к повседневному, привычно, 
„ничем не примечательно, имеет место изо дня в день“.2 Однако ключевым в 
том же словарном определении „повседневного“ является как раз последнее – 
„происходимость“ изо дня в день, то есть регулярно, повторяемо. 
Повседневность – это условие и детерминанта социального существо-
вания, определяющая выбор из альтернатив истории. Повседневность – это 
совокупность привычных социальных взаимодействий, укладов жизни, 
правил обихода, это – ткань человеческих отношений, каждое из которых в 
отдельности рациональное, т.е. запланированное индивидами. В совокупности 
же каждое такое взаимодействие является частью такой структуры и порядка, 
которые никем не планировались и не предусматривались. 
Мы все живем в повседневном мире; повседневные, а потому 
малозаметные в своей привычности явления окружают нас, и каждый из нас 
полагает, что может точно судить о них и о предмете в целом. Однако 
реконструкция повседневности не так проста, поскольку речь идет о чем-то 
очень широком, всеохватном. У историка нет источников (или слишком 
много – что, по сути, одно и то же) относимых именно и только к истории 
повседневного. Поэтому легче, вероятно, поразмышлять о том, что не может и 
не должно быть отнесено к указанному выше предмету исследования, а 
параллельно попытаться вычленить искомое. Для чего индивиду необходима 
повседневность? Повседневность – первична, безусловна для всех людей, 
везде и всегда, хотя и неоднородна, неодинакова по содержанию, значению. В 
понимании философа она – „природно-телесное и лично-общественное 
бытие/поведение человека, необходимая предпосылка и общий компонент 
всех остальных форм людской жизнедеятельности“.3 
Возникновение истории повседневности как самостоятельной отрасли 
изучения прошлого является одной из составляющих так называемого 
„историко-антропологического поворота“, начавшегося в конце 60-х гг. XX в. 
в мировом гуманитарном знании. Он совершился в результате с крушения 
великих объяснительных схем прошлого. Из пророков-теоретиков исследова-
тели превратились (вместе с революцией „новых левых“ и ниспровержением 
всех старых объяснительных концепций) в обычных участников 
общественной жизни наравне с другими, не имеющих права определять, что 
истинно, а что ложно и планировать, каким должно быть будущее общество, 
они оказались вовлеченными в предмет исследования, стали частью его – а 
предметом этим и является „мир вокруг нас“.4 Великие объяснительные 
 
2 Словарь русского языка в 4 тт, Т. 3,  Москва 1983, 162. 
3 Касавин И.Т. Щавелев С.П. Анализ повседневности, Москва 2004, 22. 
4 Такие объяснения рождения теории повседневности приводитдиректор Центра 
исследований повсел М. Маффесоли. См: M. Maffesoli, The Sociology of Everyday Life (Epis-
 Наталья Л. Пушкарева, „История повседневности“...  
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схемы прошлого отличались универсализмом, монизмом, ориентацией на 
объективность, тотальность, порядок, единую теорию познания. Отказ от них 
и ото всего, что выше перечислено, означал переход к постмодернизму, 
заменившему универсализм партикуляризмом, монизм – релятивизмом, 
порядок – случайностью, тотальность – фрагментацией, а науку познания, 
эпистемологию – дискурсом.  
В ходе этой трудной „революции духа“, совершившейся в конце 
XX века, выяснилось, что в российской науке – особенно философской, 
исторической, социологической – „сфера быта“ (и в жизни, и как научная 
тема) объявлялась вторичной5 по отношению к производственной сфере.6 
Вероятно, именно этим объяснялся довольно слабый интерес к этой теме во 
всей гуманитаристике, за исключением этнографии. С другой стороны, как ни 
парадоксально, изучением и быта, и повседневности занимались одновреме-
нно многие и многие исследователи, правда – попутно с изучением иных 
проблем. 
В развитии русской исторической науки выделяется целый период, 
охватывающий большую часть XIX в., получивший название „бытописатель-
ского“.7 Те, кто творили в это время, были скорее как раз этнографами быта, 
нежели „чистыми“ историками. А. С. Уваров, И. Е. Забелин, Н. И. 
Костомаров, Д. Я. Самоквасов, В. И. Даль, А. Б. Терещенко, в начале XX в. – 
В. А. Городцов – корифеи этого направления.8 Большинство из них представ-
ляло структуру проблемы быта как систему из рядоположенных составляю-
щих, к которым они относили весьма общие „свойства людей“ (то есть 
психологические характеристики данного этнокультурного типа), а также их 
жилища, одежду, „домоводство“, „образ жизни“, элементы духовной 
культуры. Понятие „быт“, которым пользовались русские ученые-бытописа-
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